Abstract: This paper reviews the rapidly growing empirical literature on the drivers of capital flows to emerging markets. The empirical evidence is structured based on the recognition that the drivers of capital flows vary over time and across different types of capital flows. The drivers are classified using the traditional "push vs. pull" framework, which is augmented by a distinction between cyclical and structural factors. Push factors are found to matter most for portfolio flows, somewhat less for banking flows, and least for FDI. Pull factors matter for all three components, but most for banking flows. A historical perspective suggests that the recent literature may have overemphasized the importance of cyclical factors at the expense of longer-term structural trends. JEL Classification Numbers: F21, F32, F41, G1
Introduction
International capital flows play a central role in the global economy. They are closely tied to countries' economic and financial conditions, impact macroeconomic policymaking, and bring a range of benefits and risks to recipient countries. While in absolute terms, most capital flows are between advanced economies, their importance for financial stability is greatest for emerging markets (EMs), which are particularly exposed to swings in the availability of foreign capital (Obstfeld 2012) . Understanding the drivers of capital flows to EMs thus is important for the purpose of macroeconomic policy making, which is reflected in the significant scholarly interest the topic has attracted over time.
The seminal work by Calvo, Leiderman and Reinhart (1993) and Fernandez-Arias (1996) introduced the distinction between country-specific "pull" factors and external "push" factors, providing the analytical framework for much of the empirical analysis since the early 1990s. The push-pull framework has also proven useful for explaining the behavior of capital flows during and after the global financial crisis, which began in the United States, but quickly saw extensive spillovers to emerging markets, reviving the academic debate on the importance of external developments for EM capital inflows. The recent literature interprets the sharp retrenchment in foreign capital flows during the crisis primarily as the result of a powerful "push shock" in global risk aversion that prompted global investors to unwind their EM positions (Milesi Ferretti and Tille 2011) . After the crisis, the focus in the literature shifted to another external factor, namely the impact of expansionary monetary policies in mature economies on EM capital flows -the very issue that was at the heart of Calvo, Leiderman and Reinhart's 1993 paper. This survey takes stock of the empirical evidence on the drivers of capital flows to emerging markets by reviewing the sprawling research produced since the global financial crisis while also considering the extensive findings of the earlier literature. The contribution of this survey is to provide a comprehensive assessment of what we can say with relative confidence about the empirical drivers of EM capital flows. The literature makes use of a wide variety of concepts to measure and analyze capital flows, which means that it is critical to structure the wealth of empirical findings systematically. In this survey, the empirical evidence is organized along three dimensions: the time dimension (reviewing the historical evolution of the literature), the dependent variables (providing a taxonomy for the different types of capital flows), and the independent variables (evaluating the prevailing framework for the drivers of capital flows). Building on this structure, a qualitative meta analysis is conducted for the key push and pull drivers of each of the major capital flows components.
First, the historical overview sheds light on how evolving economic conditions have shaped the focus of the literature over time. For example, external factors have tended to receive particular attention during the early part of U.S. economic expansions, when interest rates are typically low and concerns about spillovers from Fed tightening are greatest (notably in the early 1990s, the early 2000s, and the extended low-interest period since 2009). By contrast, in the later stage of U.S. economic expansions, the focus has tended to shift to EM country-specific factors that attract capital flows and structural forces affecting EM capital flows. A pertinent example is the period of the late 1990s, when secular forces like the rise of institutional investors and innovations in information and communication technology received significant attention (e.g., World Bank 1997; Lopez-Mejia 1999) . Since cyclical and structural forces are typically analyzed separately rather than in an integrated framework, there is a risk that the importance of structural forces for capital flows may be understated during periods like the present time, when U.S. interest rates are low and policy concerns are dominated by near-term cyclical developments.
Second, the empirical evidence is structured according to the different concepts and measures of capital flows that are used in the literature. This distinction is important because the drivers of capital flows differ crucially depending on the specific concepts and data that are analyzed. For example, it is important to differentiate between capital inflows to an emerging market by non-residents and outward investment by the residents of an emerging market. For the most part, this survey focuses on non-resident capital flows to emerging markets. The drivers of capital flows also vary across components (like portfolio flows, FDI, and banking flows), differ between institutional and retail investors, and depend on the currency denomination and maturity of instruments, among other factors. Moreover, it is important to distinguish between data that directly measure international capital flows as defined in the standard balance of payments (BoP) framework from data that serve as an approximation to BoP capital flows, such as data on flows into investment funds and BIS data on cross-border bank claims.
Third, this survey discusses the explanatory power of the prevailing "push vs. pull" framework, which distinguishes between external and domestic factors driving capital flows to emerging markets. The push-pull dichotomy provides a simple and intuitive classification of capital flows drivers, but it certainly has its limitations. For example, contagion effects and other forces related to investor behavior are difficult to classify as being either country-specific or external in nature. In addition, some studies have challenged the push-pull framework by asserting that rather than looking at emerging and advanced economy developments separately, the focus should be on differentials between EM and advanced economy variables (such as interest rate differentials and growth differentials; see, for example, Ahmed and Zlate 2013; Herrmann and Mihaljek 2013) . A comprehensive review of the literature suggests otherwise, however. Most empirical research concludes that emerging and advanced economy effects on EM capital inflows differ in magnitude and statistical significance, and sometimes even work in the same direction (as in the case of real GDP growth in mature economies, for which there is evidence that faster growth tends to support certain types of EM capital inflows). Therefore, it would be misleading to focus on differentials between emerging and advanced economy variables. Overall, this survey concludes that while there are clearly limitations to the push-pull dichotomy, it still offers a very helpful analytical framework. 
Figure 1: Drivers of EM Capital Flows by Major Component
Notes: The matrix summarizes the available evidence on the role of push and pull factors for the major capital flows components. For example, the red cell in the top left corner of the matrix indicates that there is strong evidence that an increase in global risk aversion leads to a reduction in portfolio equity flows to emerging markets.
Source: author's illustration.
Driver
Portfolio The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 puts the scope of this survey into the broader context of the literature on EM capital flows. Section 3 provides some theoretical background on the rationale for the existence of international capital flows. Section 4 reviews the historical evolution of the literature on the drivers of EM capital flows. Section 5 provides a classification of the different concepts of capital flows that are commonly analyzed, while Section 6 discusses the "push-pull" framework for capital flows drivers.
Section 7 looks in detail at the drivers of the major components of capital flows. Section 8 discusses the main conclusions and provides guidance on future research.
Relationship between Surveyed Literature and other Literature Strands
The literature on international capital flows is voluminous, reflecting the central role of international capital flows in the global economy. In order to situate the present survey in the broader context of the capital flows literature, it is useful to divide that literature into three broad categories (Figure 2 ): the causes, effects, and policy implications of capital flows. The first area on the causes (or "drivers") of capital flows examines the various factors that affect the volume, composition, and dynamic behavior of capital flows to EM economies. This is the focus of the present survey. The second area of research is primarily concerned with the economic impact of capital flows on recipient countries, including the potential benefits of capital flows (such as higher investment and growth) as well as the potential costs in terms of financial stability and risks associated with capital flows reversals (surveys on the costs and benefits of capital flows include Prasad et al. 2003 and Henry 2007 To the extent possible, I will avoid discussions on the latter two areas of research and instead refer to existing surveys. The transition between the three areas is fluid, however, and some aspects pertaining to the capital flows behavior, consequences and policies have an important bearing on the drivers of capital flows. For example, some authors have examined how policy measures such as capital controls affect the subsequent volume and composition of capital inflows (e.g., Montiel and Reinhart 1999; ).
Conversely, the literature on the drivers of capital flows has important implications for the other two areas of research. For example, the appropriate policy response to a capital inflows surge may depend on whether flows are driven by external or domestic factors (Calvo et al. 1993) . Similarly, the long-term economic impact of capital flows on the recipient economy is likely to differ depending on whether inflows are primarily cyclical or structural in nature .
Drivers of Capital Flows

Policies
Addressing Capital Flows
Effects of Capital Flows
Theoretical Context
Before delving into the empirical determinants of EM capital inflows, it is helpful to review the theoretical rationale for the existence of international capital flows. For this purpose, it is necessary to distinguish between net capital flows and gross capital flows. Net capital flows are the mirror image of the current account balance (adjusted for changes in reserves, capital transfers, and errors and omissions), i.e. a current account deficit is typically reflected in positive net capital flows (International Monetary Fund 2010) . By contrast, gross capital flows look at resident outward investment and foreign inward investment separately (i.e., they capture two-way capital flows that reflect the changes in assets and liabilities in the financial account). For the purpose of this survey, the dynamics of gross capital flows are most relevant. The main reason is that it is the two-way flows of international investment, lending, and financial intermediation that characterize a country's integration into global financial markets (Borio and Disyatat 2011).
The rationales for net and gross capital flows have in common that both types of flows enable welfare gains on the production side (i.e. a more productive allocation of capital) and on the consumption side (i.e. a superior consumption path for the providers and recipients capital). Figure 3 provides a stylized overview of those benefits. The theoretical benefits of net capital flows can be illustrated in the context of the intertemporal approach to the current account (Obstfeld and Rogoff 1995) . In this approach, net capital flows are viewed as an exchange of assets in return for goods and services.
Assets entitle their owner to future consumption, while goods and services are used for On the consumption side, the rationale behind net capital flows is to enable countries to achieve an improved intertemporal consumption path by allowing them to smooth consumption in the face of known or expected variations in their national income. A classic example is the case of an oil-exporting country that uses present income from oil exports to accumulate external assets that will help finance future consumption when its natural resources are depleted (Sachs 1981) .
By contrast, gross capital flows refer to trade in assets for other assets (referred to as "intratemporal trade" in the intertemporal approach to the current account). On the production side, the benefits of gross capital flows arise because international risk-sharing makes it possible to allocate capital to projects with higher risks and returns than if all the associated risk had to be borne by a narrower set of investors located within a particular country. This allows a riskier allocation of global capital that is more productive on average (Arrow 1971) . The resulting welfare gains benefit both the providers of capital (via higher returns) and the recipients of capital (via faster economic growth). For example, Obstfeld (1994) shows in a theoretical model how international risk sharing can produce significant welfare gains through a world portfolio shift towards riskier assets. The production benefits of gross vs. net flows may be contrasted in that net flows enable a higher return for a given amount of risk, while gross capital flows help achieve a higher return while taking on more risk that is better diversified.
In addition, gross capital flows also enable benefits on the consumption side. Portfolio diversification allows investors to share risks internationally and trade across different states 2 Lucas (1990) discusses why, against the predictions of standard economic theory, net capital has tended to flow "uphill" from emerging to mature economies, a phenomenon dubbed the "Lucas paradox." However, Alfaro et al. (2011) show that sovereign-to-sovereign lending can explain upstream capital flows, and that net private capital flows are positively correlated with countries' productivity growth. Moreover, emerging markets have generally been net recipients of foreign capital in recent decades if international reserve accumulation is excluded (IIF 2015 It is worth noting that the consumption benefits of gross capital flows from portfolio diversification accrue to the individual investor, while the other three types of benefits are more widely shared among the residents of countries participating in the international exchange of assets. As a result, it is this fourth category of benefits that is most consequential for guiding investor behavior and hence most relevant for the push-pull literature on the drivers of capital flows. Markovitz's (1952) seminal work on portfolio selection and later expanded to the international context by Grubel (1968 On the push side, higher external interest rates make it more attractive to invest in non-EM assets, such as U.S. Treasuries. A similar argument could be made for external output growth, although there are a number of confounding effects that obscure the relationship between external growth and capital flows to EMs (discussed in Section 6). Moreover, push drivers of capital flows may be factors that shift investors' risk-return preference, represented by a shift along the efficient frontier in the framework of modern portfolio theory (Merton 1972) . Since emerging market assets are generally viewed as high-risk assets, a shift in investor preferences towards a lower expected return at a lower risk would tend to reduce investor demand for EM assets. Consistent with this notion, the empirical literature highlights investor risk appetite as a key external factor affecting capital flows to emerging markets.
It is worth noting that the framework of modern portfolio theory is most relevant for explaining portfolio equity and debt flows, and to a lesser extent may help explain changes in banks' international loan portfolios. By contrast, the framework is less applicable to FDI flows, which are subject to additional considerations, including strategic decision-making by multinational enterprises.
Historical Evolution of the Empirical Literature on the Drivers of EM Capital Flows
In order to provide a thorough review of the current state of the literature it is helpful to consider the economic developments from which this literature emerged and the key issues it aimed to address over time. 3 The early literature on the drivers of capital flows emerged in the context of the rebound in flows to Latin America in the early 1990s. The Latin American economies had suffered significant dislocations from the debt crises of the 1980s, in part due to a boom-bust cycle in foreign bank lending. In the late 1980s, many of these economies underwent major economic reforms, including inflation stabilization programs, privatization programs, and the liberalization of local equity markets (Calvo et al. 1992; Taylor and Sarno 1997) . At the same time, the U. Overall, the academic focus has shifted substantially over time, reflecting changing economic circumstances, increasing data availability, and the growing role of emerging markets in the global economy. One recurring pattern is that the literature has tended to focus on cyclical push factors during and after U.S. recessions, while the other periods have seen greater focus on pull factors and secular forces shaping the evolution of capital flows.
This may be in part because the relative importance of the drivers of capital flows themselves changes over time, for example due to changes in the magnitude of external and domestic shocks. In particular, Fratzscher (2012) finds that push factors were the dominant drivers of portfolio fund flows during the global financial crisis, while in the years after the financial crisis, portfolio flows responded more strongly to pull factors such as macroeconomic fundamentals, institutions and policies of recipient countries. In addition, Lo Duca (2012) specifically investigates the extent to which push and pull factors vary over time using a time varying coefficient model. He finds that pull factors are more important when risk aversion is elevated, although extreme risk aversion generates panics where local developments play only a small role in shaping capital flows. In the early literature, the distinction between gross and net capital flows was of little importance because up to the early 1990s, EM resident capital outflows were typically quite small ( Figure 5 ). Therefore, net capital flows essentially reflected purchases and sales of EM assets by non-residents. Over time, however, EM resident outflows rose to sizeable amounts, meaning that the behavior of non-resident flows could no longer be approximated by net capital flows. To the extent that non-resident flows do not coincide with net capital flows, the literature on the drivers of capital flows (and this survey) generally focus on non-resident 4 If available, data on gross flows provide more information since actions by resident and non-resident investors can be analyzed separately (United Nations 2009). In principle, netting can be done in the same asset category (e.g., net FDI flows) or in groups of asset categories (i.e., overall net capital flows). and Ghosh et al. 2014a ).
Classification of Capital Flows Analyzed in the Literature
Basis for D istinction M ain Examples
The main reason why the focus is on non-resident capital flows is that EM economies are typically most affected by the actions of foreign investors (Ostry et al. 2010; Broner et al. 2013 ). Non-resident flows are generally the more volatile component, especially during crisis periods, making them an important driver of exchange rates, domestic interest rates, and financial conditions more broadly. By contrast, EM resident capital outflows are more geographically concentrated in a limited number of countries that are large exporters of oil and other commodities. Meanwhile, net capital flows provide a narrower picture of external financing that is more closely linked to transactions in goods and services. In addition, net capital flows are jointly determined with the current account balance and the official settlements balance, each of which is subject to its own unique driving factors (see, for example, Debelle and Faruqee 1996; Chinn and Prasad 2003) .
Figure 5
Most data sources on international capital flows clearly fit into one category within the residence-based framework, but there are exceptions. One example is BIS data on consolidated cross-border banking statistics, which include international banks' local claims, i.e. loans by their subsidiaries. Hence, the consolidated data are not consistent with balance of payments data, which only include transactions between residents and non-residents (see also Takats 2010 and BIS 2012; by contrast, BIS locational banking statistics are also compiled using a residence-based approach). 
Data Frequency
Capital flows data exist at frequencies ranging from daily to annual data and are published with various time lags. The lower the frequency, the more complete the dataset tends to be, but the more difficult it is to capture the impact of short term developments and rapid shifts in investor behavior. In recent years, the literature has increasingly focused on highfrequency data sources serving as proxies for EM capital flows, such as fund flows data (see, 
Official vs. Private Sector Flows
Another useful distinction is by the economic sector that provides the capital as well as the sector using the capital. While capital provided by the private sector can be expected to be driven by risk-return considerations, this may not be the case for official lending provided by focuses on the determinants of private sector sources of capital.
On the recipient side, creditworthiness and risk-return characteristics are likely to differ between securities issued by the public and the private sector, meaning that investors may take into account different factors when making investment decisions. In addition, equity flows are almost always directed to the private sector (except when the target company is partially state-owned), while bonds may be issued by either government entities or companies. The literature (and this survey) addresses capital flows to both public and private sector recipients, although most studies do not differentiate between the two.
Currency
Up to the early 2000s, emerging markets typically borrowed in "hard" currency, notably in U.S. dollars (Burger et al. 2012 ). Since then, there has been rapid growth in local currency bond markets, against the "original sin" hypothesis, according to which emerging markets would not be able to borrow in their own currencies in large scale (e.g., Eichengreen and Hausmann 1999; 2005) . Depending on the currency denomination of the securities issued, different factors are likely to matter for attracting foreign investors and lenders. For example, hard currency investors should be concerned about EM exchange depreciation primarily to the extent that the borrower's ability to service debt and repay principal is affected. By contrast, for local currency debt, exchange rate depreciation directly affects foreign investors' returns. Hence, the domestic inflation performance and central bank credibility should matter much more for local currency debt than foreign currency debt. Consistent with this, Burger and Warnock (2007) find that countries with a better inflation track record and creditor friendly policies have been able to issue more debt in local currency. In addition, Burger et al. (2012) find that flows into securities in local currency are particularly driven by investor-friendly institutions, regulations and policies (e.g., fewer capital controls), market liquidity, and creditor rights.
Maturity
For debt flows, the determinants are likely to vary depending on the maturity of credit, given the differences in risk-return characteristics and rollover risks. Notably, the price of a longdated bond is more sensitive to changes in interest rates compared to a bond with a short remaining maturity. Consistent with this, there is evidence that flows into short-term bonds tend to be less sensitive to changes in mature economy interest rates compared to bonds with longer remaining maturities (Koepke 2014) . On the other hand, short-term borrowing involves greater rollover risks for the issuer, which can lead to funding pressures during periods of emerging market stress. Indeed, Rodrik and Velasco (1999) find that greater short term borrowing increases the probability and severity of financial crises in emerging markets.
Regional and Country Differences
Studies frequently distinguish between various emerging market regions and contrast the behavior across these different groupings (e.g. Taylor 
Classification and Discussion of Capital Flows Drivers
Push-Pull Framework
The distinction between push and pull factors for capital flows has been the dominant intellectual framework for classifying drivers since the focus of academic inquiry shifted to the role of external factors in the early 1990s. The appeal of this framework is that it is simple and intuitive, and yet is able to capture most of the key drivers of capital flows. A complication with estimates of how much local interest rates attract foreign capital flows is again endogeneity. Since greater foreign capital flows would tend to reduce local interest rates, estimations that do not address endogeneity would tend to obtain coefficients with a downward bias, i.e. the impact of domestic interest rates may be understated. Moreover, the literature on global interest rate transmission finds that EM interest rates themselves are to a significant degree driven by mature economy interest rates (Frankel et al. 2004; Edwards 2012 ). Hence, a large negative impulse from an increase in mature economy interest rates may lead to a sharp reduction in EM capital flows, but may only result in a small increase in the interest rate differential. Therefore, it would be seem more appropriate to explain such a reduction in flows with the large increase in mature economy rates rather than a modest rise in the interest rate differential.
Overall, the push-pull framework certainly has its limitations, but it continues to be a useful analytical perspective for structuring the discussion on the determinants of EM capital flows.
Cyclical vs. Structural Drivers of Capital Flows
One complementary dimension that may have received insufficient attention in the existing literature on country-specific and global factors is the distinction between cyclical and structural forces that shape the evolution of capital flows. Arguably, the distinction between structural and cyclical factors is complementary to that between push and pull factors. Pull factors can be structural or cyclical in nature, as can be push factors. Figure 7 illustrates this complementarity and provides frequently cited examples of capital flows drivers. For example, the rise of institutional investors in mature economies is an important structural push driver, while the quality of institutions in emerging markets can be regarded as a structural pull driver.
Figure 7: Classification of the Main Drivers of Capital Flows
While structural drivers are clearly of great importance for a more complete understanding of international capital flows dynamics, the subsequent discussion will focus on cyclical push and pull drivers, both due to space constraints and because they have received the greatest attention in the literature on the drivers of capital flows to emerging markets. 
Portfolio Equity and Debt Inflows
There is very robust evidence that both types of portfolio flows are strongly affected by global risk aversion, which has received particular attention since the global financial crisis of 2008/09. Empirical studies almost universally find a strong and statistically significant impact of increases in global risk aversion on portfolio flows to emerging markets (e.g., Milesi-Ferretti and Tille 2011; Broner et al. 2013 ; see Figure 8 and related notes for a full listing of references).
The most common proxies for investor risk aversion used in the literature are U.S. implied equity volatility (as measured by the VIX index or the VXO) and the U.S. BBB-rated corporate bond spread over U.S. Treasury securities, which are both found to have a strong contemporaneous impact on portfolio flows. There does not seem to be conclusive evidence that one type of portfolio flow (debt or equity) is affected more than the other by changes in risk appetite.
Numerous studies published during the last 25 years have analyzed the relation of portfolio flows with world interest rates (often proxied by U.S. rates) and have overwhelmingly
Source: author's illustration. 
Push
Mature economy interest rates
Strong evidence for negative relationship [negative: F 1996 , T&S 1997 , W 1997 , CCM 1998 , M&R 1999 , B 2006 , FLS 2012 , D&V 2014 , FKSS 2014 , K 2014 negative/insignificant: D&K 2008a; insignificant: HMV 2001; A&Z 2013] Strong evidence for negative relationship [negative: F 1996 [negative: F , W 1997 [negative: F , T&S 1997 [negative: F , M&R 1999 [negative: F , B 2006 [negative: F , D&V 2014 [negative: F , FKSS 2014 (2012), who find that stronger global growth is associated with an increased probability of a surge in foreign capital inflows to EMs and a reduced probability of a retrenchment episode.
While their analysis is focused on total non-resident capital flows, portfolio flows and banking flows have generally been the most volatile components of capital flows and thus are likely to account for the majority of surge and retrenchment episodes (see also Bluedorn et al. 2013 ).
On the pull side, almost all studies find evidence that domestic economic performance is an important driver of portfolio flows, though in many studies, the evidence is not statistically robust (particularly for high-frequency data). Studies focusing specifically on the relationship between domestic growth and EM portfolio flows include Baek (2006) , De Vita and Kyaw (2008a) , and Ahmed and Zlate (2013) , who all find supporting evidence for the role of domestic output growth. A caveat is provided by studies using high-frequency proxies for portfolio flows, notably fund flows data, which generally find that the importance of domestic output growth is smaller at the weekly and monthly data frequencies (e.g., Ananchotikul and Zhang 2014; Koepke 2014 ). This may be partly explained by the fact that comprehensive measures of output growth are typically only available on a quarterly basis (as for GDP growth), while higher-frequency data such as purchasing manager indices, economic surprise indices and growth forecasts may be less reliable and hence less important in informing investor decisions.
There is also some evidence that local asset returns serve as a pull factor for portfolio flows.
The strongest evidence is available for local stock market returns, which a number of studies find to be associated with increased portfolio equity and bond inflows. Among the early literature, a notable study is Chuhan et al. (1998) , which finds some evidence that portfolio flows are driven by local stock market returns. Another early study on the relation between flows and prices is Froot et al. (2001) , which uses custodial data from State Street, one of the world's largest custodian banks, and finds that flows are indeed influenced by past returns.
Much of the supporting empirical evidence gathered in recent years is based on data on flows to EM-dedicated mutual funds and ETFs, including Fratzscher (2012) There is some evidence that country vulnerability indicators impact portfolio flows, with greater country risk reducing inflows. For example, the World Bank (1997) finds that a higher external debt to GDP ratio tends to dampen flows. In addition, Kim and Wu (2008) find that lower sovereign credit ratings on foreign currency debt tend to reduce flows, particularly for long-term debt. An important caveat applies to vulnerability indicators that are closely tied to external financing needs, like the current account deficit or the government budget deficit. Here, studies generally find that the effect of reduced financing needs outweighs the opposing effect of improved creditworthiness, meaning that deficit reduction tends to reduce foreign portfolio inflows and vice versa (Hernandez et al. 2001; Baek 2006) . This same result is also obtained for banking flows (Takats 2010; Herrmann and Mihaljek 2013) and FDI flows (Gupta and Ratha 2000) .
Banking Flows
There is robust evidence that banking flows respond negatively to an increase in global risk aversion (and vice versa) . This result is obtained by all seven studies included in this survey that look specifically at banking flows, spanning a variety of sample periods, country samples, and methodologies (see list of references below Figure 8 ).
By contrast, the evidence is much more mixed for the other cyclical push variables. Overall, the evidence seems to suggest that there is some negative impact of higher mature economy interest rates on banking flows, but this effect may at times be more than offset by the stronger economic and financial environment in which higher interest rates tend to prevail (and vice versa). Another reason why the evidence may be more mixed for banking flows than for portfolio flows is likely to be the lack of high-frequency data on cross-border banking flows. In terms of individual studies, Bruno and Shin (2015) real interest rates on cross-border banking flows to a sample of 76 countries, both emerging and mature (also based on BIS locational banking statistics).
However, an earlier BIS study by Jeanneau and Micu (2002) Bruno and Shin (2013) and Herrmann and Mihaljek (2013) . These same studies also consider a variety of local asset returns and find evidence for a significant role of stock market returns, local currency appreciation, and especially banking sector equity performance in attracting foreign bank inflows. A caveat is that most of these studies are based on BIS data on cross-border bank claims, rather than data taken directly from the balance of payments (which are often not available for banking flows exclusively).
There is also robust evidence for the role of country risk indicators in driving banking flows. Jeanneau and Micu (2002) and Ferucci et al. (2004) find some evidence that a higher external debt ratio tends to reduce banking inflows. Hooper and Kim (2007) find that a higher institutional investor credit rating tends to boost banking flows. In addition, there is evidence that lower sovereign ratings by credit rating agencies tend to reduce banking inflows (Kim and Wu 2008) . In a recent study, Bruno and Shin (2013) look at the government debt to GDP ratio and find some evidence that greater indebtedness deters banking inflows, although this result is statistically insignificant in alternative specifications.
Looking beyond the selected variables considered in Figure 8 On the pull side, domestic output growth stands out as the most important driver of FDI inflows to emerging markets. Most studies find unambiguous results in support of such a relationship (e.g., Gastanaga et al. 1998; Hernandez et al. 2001; De Vita and Kyaw 2008a) , with few exceptions (e.g., Gupta and Ratha 2000) .
By contrast, most asset return indicators are unlikely to have a close relationship with FDI flows, given the longer-term nature of these investments. There are few empirical studies that focus specifically on the relation between asset returns and FDI, but there is some evidence that return volatility deters FDI, including World Bank (1997) and Reinhart and Rogoff (2003) .
Other studies that focus mainly on mature economy FDI inflows suggest that such inflows are encouraged by local exchange rate depreciation, including Froot and Stein (1991) and Klein and Rosengren (1994) . In addition, Abbott et al. (2012) exchange rate effects (with currency depreciation leading to increased inward FDI), and gravity effects. In addition, strong institutions, good governance and low corruption are also found to be important factors in attracting FDI flows (e.g., Gastanaga et al. 1998; Biglaiser and DeRouen 2006) .
Conclusion
This survey has provided an overview of the empirical findings on the drivers of capital flows to emerging markets. The time-tested push-pull framework remains a very useful albeit imperfect way to structure the wealth of empirical evidence gathered in the literature. While most of the empirical work focuses on the cyclical drivers of capital flows, a more complete understanding can be achieved by considering secular forces such as the rise of institutional investors, trends in global portfolio diversification, and changes in the institutional framework in EM economies.
Within the push-pull framework, the literature has firmly established that both external and to which these are driven by domestic versus external factors (Calvo et al. 1993) . For example, if unduly large inflows are attracted predominantly by a strong domestic economy, a combination of fiscal tightening and exchange rate appreciation may be warranted. If, on the other hand, flows are primarily driven by a temporary decline in foreign interest rates, this may warrant additional reserve accumulation as a buffer for when favorable external conditions reverse (Ostry et al. 2010) . This survey has shown that the drivers of capital flows depend crucially on the specific flows considered, particularly in terms of instruments, investor types, recipient sector, currency denomination, and other factors. A final area of research would be a more systematic assessment of how drivers differ between flows to emerging and mature economies, and the extent to which emerging markets are treated as a homogenous group. Emerging markets are generally perceived to be a riskier asset class, which is reflected in the volatility of capital flows (Bluedorn et al. 2013 ).
Nonetheless, emerging economies are quite heterogeneous in their economic structures and level of development. A deeper understanding of how such fundamental country characteristics affect the importance of various capital flows drivers would be valuable.
